Abstract
The role of FDI in spurring economic growth of receiving countries has been largely investigated. The expected indirect benefits that FDI are considered to bring in the host countries are drawn mainly from studies at the microeconomic level. In particular, it is examined whether FDI may be the source of productivity spillover effects on local firms. However, most of the empirical analysis (e.g. Aitken and Harrison, 1999; Javorcik, 2004) do not reach conclusive results that may be valid across countries. On the other hand, scarce studies have been carried out with reference to export spillover effect (e.g. Greenaway et al. 2004) . They all use micro data in order to investigate whether in a specific country MNEs may contribute to improve the export performance of domestic firms. Two main shortcomings may be identified: first, it is difficult to generalize results from these studies as they are usually case studies; secondly, the role played by different spillover potentials on the side of MNEs is largely disregarded. For these reasons the aim of the paper is that of testing the effects of FDI coming from US on exports at the sectoral level in 47 host countries over the period [1998] [1999] [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] . Through this database, that provides detailed data about the final destination of sales of US subsidiaries, it is possible to distinguish different FDI motivations such as market seeking, resource seeking and export platform FDI. By using estimation techniques that take into consideration FDI endogeneity, we estimate two different econometric models. Besides the benchmark model in which each variable representing different FDI motivations are introduced once at a time, we also estimate a second model in which it is tested whether the level of trade that each subsidiary has with the US parent company may affect the final effect on export performance of the sector. Each regression is run dividing host countries into developed and developing countries and between high tech and low tech sectors. Some interesting findings need to be underlined: the first is that developed countries show higher capabilities of enhancing their export performance as a consequence of MNEs investment especially in high tech sectors, while, in the case of low tech sectors, developing countries display better results. Another striking result is that, contrary to the case of studies related to the impact of MNEs on growth of host countries, resource seeking FDI are those that affect to a greater extent both in high and low tech sectors the overall export performance of countries. Moreover, in line with expectations it is found also that export platform FDI do not have any impacts. Especially, in the case of developing countries they show negative effects, when coupled with higher levels of trade with the US parent company confirming that higher demonstration effects due to their better knowledge of foreign markets are compensated by the lower level of linkages they have with local firms.
Keywords: Exports, FDI motivations, spillover JEL: F14, F23, O14 1 1. . I In nt tr ro od du uc ct ti io on n FDI flows are growing at a much faster rate than other flows of goods such as, for example, trade. In particular, the growth of MNEs activities through FDI in developed and developing countries has largely attracted the attention of policy makers because of the possible expected positive impacts they may have on receiving countries. However, different levels of empirical analysis (e.g. Aitken and Harrison, 1999; Meyer and Sinani, 2006) do not reach conclusive results that may be valid across countries. As a matter of fact, most of this literature is focused on the explanation of the most favorable conditions for a positive effect to occur at the firm level. In particular, the mechanisms that have been described are those implied in the occurrence of the productivity spillover effects. The motivation of this effect lies in the fact that MNEs own superior technological and managerial capabilities that may spill over affecting the production function of local firms (Blomström and Kokko, 1998) . The results found in the empirical literature are essentially mixed as they are highly dependent on two issues: the first is related to the kind of data used to test the effect (Görg and Strobl, 2001) and, more in general, on econometric issues (Castellani and Zanfei, 2006) ; the second issue is related to the different characteristics of host countries in term of absorptive capacities (Lipsey and Shjölm, 2005) .
Two main drawbacks are present in this huge literature: the first is that it is only investigated whether the firms' productivity level is affected. Nevertheless, some authors are starting to test the likely effects observable on export performance or on patenting activities. With regard to the former, the relative strand of literature goes under the heading of "export spillover" studies. They investigate whether FDI may be relevant in influencing the decision to export and, provided that the firm has decided to export, on the export intensity (e.g. Greenaway et. al 2004) . Instead, with regard to the latter strnd of literature, the research question is focused on the explanation of the effect of FDI on the level of innovation activities of the firm through the use of a knowledge production function (e.g. Liu and Zou 2008) . This is why they are called "innovation spillover" studies.
The second drawback is that even in the productivity spillover literature the role played by heterogeneity on the side of MNEs is usually not taken into consideration. This point is particularly important because different countries may be the source of different spillover effects because of two reasons: first, countries endowed with more absorptive capacities are in a better position to receive benefits from FDI and, secondly, this is connected to the fact that different countries may attract different types of FDI, that in turn may affect the same countries at a different degree. Only recently, some papers have started to analyze the fact that different motivations for which MNEs are attracted to a certain context are relevant in explaining the different effects on growth (Beugelsdijk et al. 2008) or on the productivity of local firms (Marin and Sasidharan, 2008) . Only a few studies mainly related to developing countries (e.g. Marin and Bell, 2006) have started to investigate what may happen to productivity of domestic firms if tested splitting the effect coming from FDI according to specific indicators. Finally, most of the studies related to productivity spillover effect 1 are based on case studies.
No comparative analyses are carried out 2 . For this reason, results are not easily comparable across countries.
For the above mentioned reasons the aim of the paper will be that of analyzing at the sectoral level the relationship occurring between different FDI motivations and exports for the time period 1998-2005. The data employed come from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) that provides data about activities of US foreign affiliates in 47 host countries. Through this panel dataset is possible to distinguish between market seeking, resource seeking or export platform FDI. In order to explore the effect at the sectoral level, the data are matched to sectoral data on exports coming from World Trade Organization (WTO) for the same time period and for the same countries. In this way, the empirical analysis is based on the comparison between high and low tech sectors and between developed and developing countries
The paper is structured as follows: the second section takes into consideration the role played by FDI with respect to international competitiveness. Section 3 theoretically discusses why MNEs motivations may be important to different impacts on host countries. The fourth section describes the data and the empirical approach followed and the fifth section provides some comments to results.
Section 6 concludes. The relationship between trade and FDI has been mainly analyzed from the point of view of the debated issue of the complementarity or substitutability between these two means of international investment. Indeed, this relationship has been investigated with reference to the home country, by testing whether FDI had some positive or negative impact on the level of exports. This type of literature, has not produced robust results but mainly mixed results have been put forward. Earlier studies carried out at industry level, found out that FDI and exports were substitute (e.g. Blomström et al., 1988) . When using firm level data (e.g. Head and Ries, 2001; Blonigen, 2001 ) no clear-cut results are found especially when comparing them to country level studies. For example, contrary to firm level or product level analysis, Clausing (2000) finds that FDI and exports are complementary.
Instead, the likely effects that FDI may generate on trade performance of the host countries and especially on exports are not taken into consideration. This research question has been disregarded both by theoretical and empirical literature that has been much more concentrated on the explanation of the growth enhancing effect. In this respect, the effects of FDI on growth of the host countries has been previously examined on two distinguished levels of analysis: at country and at firm level. With respect to the latter, most of the studies have been carried out with regard to developing countries: for example the studies by Bos et al. (1974) , Fry (1992) Ramstetter (1993) and Tsai (1995) estimating macroeconomic models with regard to countries at different level of development, found that FDI seem to affect public savings but a weak impact was found on overall growth. In the same way, the paper by Borentzein et. al. (1998) found that the mediating effect played by human capital was not sufficient to create a positive effect on the level of growth. These findings are consistent with the fact that the access to the foreign sources of technologies needs to be coupled with internal efforts to take advantage of those inflows of knowledge. However, a clearer picture emerges with regard to developed countries, in which positive results were mainly found (e.g. Li and Liu, 2005) . Xu (2000) finds like Barrell and Pain (1997) that the role played by FDI was positive and significant for developed countries but not for developing countries. On the other hand, microeconomic studies are centered on the explanation of the so called productivity spillover effects. In this regard, a vast literature has grown around this concept, based on the empirical evidence according to which FDI show a higher economic performance than local firms: in particular they are endowed with higher technological, managerial and marketing skills that may spillover in different ways on local firms. Two different sets of motivations are responsible for such blurred results. The first refers to the econometric methods used to test the presence of such effects. This aspect is examined in the meta analysis by Görg and Strobl (2001) who argue that some aspects of the empirical methods used to test the impact of FDI can affect the results.
In particular, they find that, usually, studies making use of cross sectional data rather than panel data systematically overestimate spillovers 3 . On the other side, Lipsey and Sjöholm (2005) think that, even though there may be problems with the use of different econometric methodologies, the major differences should be detected at the country level because of their different characteristics in term of absorptive capacity.
The theoretical literature identifies two series of channels that are able to generate spillovers: the first is represented by the demonstration effect, labour mobility and competition effect. These channels are generally modelled as occurring in the same industry where MNEs operate. They are in fact called "intraindustry spillovers". However, spillovers may also occur when MNEs and local firms belong to two different industries, usually through backward and forward linkage channels. In this case, they are usually called "interindustry spillovers". As it is found by Castellani and Zanfei (2006) , each of these channels works differently in different contexts. It is a proof of the fact that, spillovers are not automatic and need investments in improving absorptive capabilities such as an effective R&D system, worker's skills and the proper organizational practises. Analysing the empirical literature relative to developing and transition countries, a positive effect is found mostly with regard to interindustry rather 3 In particular they refer to productivity spillovers than intraindustry channels in this way pointing out that backward and forward linkages may be the most suitable means of technology transfer (Kugler 2006; Javorcik 2004; Merlevede and Schoors 2005) .
The relevance given to the investigation of FDI impact on other variables such as exports or the level of innovation is rather weak. The analyses have been mainly devoted to the explanations of the divergent export performances of local firms in comparison with MNEs. Studies of this kind have been carried out for both developed and developing countries and mixed results have been found. For example, Willmore (1992) analysing manufacturing firm in Brazil found out that foreign firms were more export and import oriented than domestic firms. On the other side, a study by Kumar and Siddarthan (1994) found that only in high tech industries MNEs were more export oriented than local firms. In this type of literature however, the specific relationship between FDI and local exports were not investigated.
However, especially at the firm level some new strands of literature are emerging. In particular, with regard to the relationship between FDI and exports, microeconomic empirical studies examine how the presence of FDI may have effects on two variables: the decision to start exporting and the export intensity. Most of the studies are related to developed countries and they investigate this relationship considering three main channels: the first is related to the competition effect. In this case, the presence of FDI may entail a process by which local firms in order not to be pushed out of the market improve their productivity and then their export performance. In this case, the effect is considered to be mediated by a first improvement in productivity. The second channel is related to the demonstration effect caused by the R&D activities of foreign firms. Even in this case, the effect is not directly related to exports but it is a mediated effect. Then, the last channel singled out by authors is related to the role played by exports of foreign firms. With regard to this channel, the demonstration effect should impact directly on the export capabilities of foreign firms because it implies the exchange of higher information that MNEs have with regard to foreign markets. However, studies related to the investigation of export spillover effect have not been carried out at the sectoral level. Moreover they are usually focused upon one single country without a comparative perspective. This level of analysis results especially relevant because it is a step towards the understanding of the determinants of international competitiveness of countries. One of the main drawbacks of this literature is that it does not take into consideration that different types of MNEs may give origin to different spillover effects (like in the case of productivity spillover).
3 3. . F FD DI I m mo ot ti iv va at ti io on ns s a an nd d t th he ei ir r e ef ff fe ec ct ts s i in n t th he e h ho os st t c co ou un nt tr ri ie es s FDI motivations have been analyzed mainly at a theoretical level but scarce studies have been carried out with reference to the possible impacts that different types of FDI may have on the receiving countries. In particular, the usual spillover literature does not properly take into consideration the real motivation for which MNEs invest in a foreign country. The literature related to FDI motivations has analyzed them both from the point of view of formal models of international trade and from the point of view of international business. As a matter of fact two different classifications have been used: the first entails the difference between horizontal and vertical FDI. The early models that describe these types of investment are those by Helpman (1984) and Markusen (1984) . In the first case MNEs invest in a foreign country in order to avoid transportation cost or because of high trade protection mechanisms that are in place in the host country, while, in the second case, the aim is that of moving part of the production chain abroad in order to take advantage of lower labour costs. These two basic models have been lately modified in order to consider two types of problems: first that both motivations may be present at once (knowledge capital model) and that more than two stages of production may be present (Grossman et al., 2006) . In the international business literature, these two motivations go both under the heading of technology exploiting motivations. These are based upon the classic ownership advantage for which MNEs invest abroad because they have superior technological assets that it is most favourable to exploit in foreign locations through a new investment with respect to other means of foreign penetration such as exports or licensing (Dunning, 1979 (Dunning, ,1993 . Inside this literature, according to the taxonomy put forward by Dunning (1993) , it is possible to find three types of categories: market seeking, resource seeking and efficiency seeking. The latter category is considered in the empirical literature mainly overlapping with resource seeking strategy, that is to take advantage of resources at low cost or that are not present in the home country. In the case of market seeking FDI, instead, it is considered that MNEs invest in a foreign country in order to exploit a market of greater dimension than that in the home country. A particular case of market seeking FDI is the export platform FDI. In this case, the aim of MNEs is not that of exploiting the larger host country market, but rather that of using it as a platform to export in third countries 4 .
One of the first study that reports the existence of export platform FDI is by Hanson, Mataloni and Slaughter (2005) . By using data on the foreign operations of US multinationals they find there has been an increase in the case of Mexico and Canada after the formation of NAFTA even though the average share of exports to affiliate has remained the same. Besides the technology exploiting motivations, recent studies, following the categorization by Dunning (1993) who considers the role of strategic asset seeking FDI, have found that in some circumstances, MNEs do not exploit abroad an advantage that they have at home but, instead, they search for other assets that complement their technological base. At the extreme of the spectrum, the study by Fosfuri and Motta (1999) argues that even laggard firm may engage in FDI because of the higher return available if they are able to grasp possible localized knowledge spillover effect. This effect is confirmed by those studies related to the phenomenon of R&D internationalization for which the growing willingness of MNEs to locate facilities abroad is due to the possible advantages in term of higher technological capabilities of local firms. All these motivations to invest abroad need to be considered as asset seeking FDI. However, even in this case, the debate in the literature suggests that MNEs may just need to complement the technological base they have at home (Kuemmerle, 1999; Le Bas and Sierra, 2002) . Moreover, it should be considered that if we analyze the issue from the point of view of subsidiaries the term used is that of "competence creating" subsidiaries (Cantwell and Mudambi, 2005) . In the light of the recent literature that takes into consideration the specific contribute of foreign affiliates to the overall network of the MNEs (e.g. Zanfei, 2000) they may play a crucial role and they may be endowed or they may create themselves a specific task to perform. As Marin and Bell (2006) argue, they do not have to be simply considered as pure technological container of assets transferred by the headquarters.
Nevertheless, not enough efforts have been put, especially from the empirical point of view, on the investigation of the impacts that different FDI motivations may have inside the host country.
With regard to the impact on host countries, the distinction at the empirical level has not been done but some theoretical arguments have been proposed: this first is that, as Lall (1980) points out, effects are greater if MNEs are more embedded inside the local context because higher possibilities for interaction are present. In particular, local suppliers are usually helped to set up production facilities.
Instead, as investigated in the paper by Kokko (1994) , MNEs that are interested only in the lower cost of natural or human resources will not be able to have the same effects on the host countries. As a matter of fact, Javorcik (2004) found that in the case of Lithuania, spillover effects are larger when they are considered horizontal FDI rather than vertical FDI.
At the country level, the effect has been analyzed by Beugelsdijk et al. (2008) who distinguish between the effect of vertical and horizontal FDI on the overall level of growth, finding that it is positively influenced especially by horizontal FDI because they are likely to have higher level of linkages with local firms rather than in the case of vertical FDI. Also Driffield and Love (2007) take into consideration this effect by using a taxonomy in which they are disentangled technology sourcing and technology seeking motivations but taking into consideration that both may include the fact that FDI are driven also for cost motivations. In line with their hypotheses they do not find that technology sourcing are more able to create potential for spillover effect because they are less endowed with superior assets to transfer to local firms. Contrary to this study, but analyzing the impacts from the point of view of subsidiaries' heterogeneity, Marin and Bell (2006) and Marin and Sasidharan (2008) find positive results respectively with regard to Argentina and India when considering competence creating subsidiaries.
In the literature discussed above, two issues are disregarded from the analysis: first that at the country level they are only tested the different effects caused by horizontal and vertical FDI without considering that even export platform FDI may have effect on the economic structure of the host countries. The second is that they are only examined the level of growth or the Total Factor Productivity (TFP) of domestic firms, while it is not investigated the role FDI may have on the international competitiveness of the country. This effect may also be biased according to which sectors are considered. Even though it is not possible to single out the different channels through which different FDI motivations may have impact on sectoral exports, some theoretical hypotheses may be put forward: the first is that in the case of market seeking FDI, the effect will be first mediated by the ability of firms to remain on the market and enhance their productivity. If, instead, some firms are pushed out of the market, the overall productivity of the sector shrinks and in the same way the export intensity diminishes. However, market seeking investments need to be coupled with a relative higher level of local partners, in this way rising also their level of embeddedness inside the host context. This issue, instead, should act in the direction of reinforcing the possibilities of contacts between local and foreign firms inducing a greater spillover potential. Nevertheless, market seeking FDI are also those that may convey less involvement in foreign markets, because, by definition they have merely a market orientation. In general, the final result depends on which of the two effects prevails.
In the case of resource seeking FDI, the predicted effect may be positive for two reasons: even though the level of embeddedness of the subsidiaries does not reach the level of market seeking FDI they may have a greater impact on employment in final goods production. Moreover, this type of FDI provides a greater demonstration effect because, MNEs are engaged in trade networks to a greater extent, both inside export and import market. Finally, even in the case of export platform, different mechanisms are at work: the first is that as pointed out by Ruane and Southerland (2005) the level of linkages with firms are low and, for this reason, the level of knowledge transfer may be lower as well.
However, on the other side, the higher demonstration effects provided by MNEs that are even more export oriented firms than resource seeking FDI should cause a decrease in the sunk cost positively affecting the local export performance. Nevertheless, it may also happen that MNEs and local firms become competitors if they export in the same foreign markets. For this reason, export platform FDI may also cause an overall negative effect on the sectoral international competitiveness. As data are available for a large number of countries, it is first estimated a benchmark model pooling all countries together and then the sample is split between developed and developing countries.
In order to take into account possible endogeneity of the FDI variable they are used two different econometric approach: first, it is estimated the model through fixed effects lagging the FDI variable of one period. Then a comparison is made by using a dynamic panel data including the lagged value of exports because they may show persistence over time. It is employed the GMM technique introduced by Blundell and Bond (1999) . This estimation method may be applied in two ways: using difference GMM (diff-GMM), which uses lagged levels as instruments for first-differenced equation, or using system GMM (sys-GMM). As shown by Arellano and Bover (1995) , the difference GMM technique may have problems with weak instruments due to the presence of lagged level instruments. Arellano and Bond (1991) ,and Blundell and Bond (1999) suggest that an application of the system GMM estimators is a more appropriate approach to dynamic panel data than using the diff-GMM estimators because of greater efficiency. In order to account for endogeneity of FDI variables and of the lagged dependent variable, they are used as instruments the second lag of those variables: in particular, earlier instruments dated t-2 for the equations in first differences and instruments dated t-1 for the equations in level 5 . The Hansen test gives indication as to the validity of the instruments.
In both cases they are used two different specifications: in the first (equation 1) besides the proxy for the motivation of FDI (FDI ijt ), they are added to the model two control variables such the level of GDP (gdp jt ) and the level of openness of the country built as the sum of exports and imports divided by GDP (open jt ). In the second specification (equation 2) one more variable is added: it represents the level of intra-firm trade of the subsidiaries with the headquarters. It is built as a ratio of 5 Due to problems related to the fact that the Hansen test may not be reliable when the number of instruments exceeds the number of regressors, in some cases instruments are collapsed and limited the use of lags for variables used as instruments.
the sum of exports and imports from the parent company over total sales (trade ijt ). As a matter of fact, a subsidiary that is more connected with the network of MNEs may be the source of two different effects: the first is that the potential for spillover is higher because of a demonstration effect and linkages with foreign market and in the second place they may have access to a higher level of assets from the MNE's network. As pointed out by Giuliani and Marin (2007) , the degree of interconnections with other sources may influence the type of effects that subsidiaries are going to generate inside the host country. In particular, it is predicted that the role of the linkage with the headquarters could be negative because the embeddedness inside the host country in this way diminish. For this reason, it could be expected usually a negative sign when this variable is interacted with spillover, even though a higher involvement in trade networks may also enhance the potential for spillover effect because subsidiaries may have access to resources that are not available in the host country. Moreover, a sort of demonstration effect, in the sense of a possible higher level of information externalities, may be present when the intrafirm trade with the headquarters is higher. In the end, a positive effect may be found when the variable is not interacted with FDI proxy variable.
From the discussion presented above, the expectations are quite different from the framework adopted by the literature that simply estimates the relationship between FDI and growth because in the case of the effect on export performance some different types of mechanisms may occur.
The two specifications estimated are the following: lnExport ijt = α + ß 1 lnFDI ijt-1 + ß 2 lnOpen jt-1 + ß 3 lnGDP jt-1 + Time dummies + ε (1) lnExport ijt = α + ß 1 lnFDI ijt-1 + ß 2 lnFDI ijt-1 *lnTrade ijt-1 + ß 3 lnTrade ijt-1 + ß 4 lnOpen jt-1 + ß 5 lnGDP jt-1 + Time dummies + ε
(2)
When the GMM estimation technique is applied, the two models estimated are: The first column represents the results for the all sample, instead the second and third column report them dividing the sample into developing and developed countries. The results are in general robust to the estimation techniques, as, most of the times, the coefficients shows the same sign and level of significance. The country variables that may influence exports are always positive and significant both in the case of developed and developing countries indicating that richer countries are more likely to export and, at the same time, more liberalized policies encourage countries to rise their export intensity. In the benchmark model, the effect of market seeking FDI on export performance is non significant both in the case of developed and developing countries even though the effect is positive. It is to be noted, however, that the coefficient for developing countries is higher than that of developed countries, indicating that, contrary to expectations, those countries are more able to benefit from those types of FDI. These first results are quite different from the effects found when the effect of FDI on growth is investigated (e.g. Beugelsdijk et al 2008) . In that case, market seeking FDI were found to have a positive effect. Even though we are not able to distinguish between channels like in the case of microeconomic literature, these results are in line with the hypotheses made above for which market seeking FDI may have a negative competition effect and, for this reason, the costs needed to export are not lowered by FDI. Significant results are not found with regard to export platform FDI even though the coefficients have positive signs. The insignificant results may be related to the fact that those types of FDI do not have enough linkages with the industrial structure, without impacting even on the market structure leaving firms unaffected. However, a negative relationship is found with regard to export platform FDI when the model is estimated through system GMM technique. In this case, the dynamic model captures the effect due to the tougher competition that may be created when MNEs and local firms compete in foreign markets. Always considering the case of high tech sectors, the results are different with regard to resource seeking FDI because, in this case, a positive and significant effect for the full sample (5% significance) is found. However, when the sample is split, in developing countries it turns out to be insignificant even though positive, while in the case of developed countries the effect remains positive and significant (10% significance). This result confirms that, even though FDI do not have specific linkages with industrial structure of the host country they may have, on the one side, a higher employment effect that may spur even the growth of exports and on the other side also a higher demonstration effect because of the higher export orientation.
If it is introduced into the model the fact that subsidiaries may be involved to a different extent in trade activities with the US headquarter, it is found that this variable results significant for market seeking FDI in the case of developing countries even though the effect of interaction term is negative.
Only with regard to market seeking FDI, the effect is positive even though not significant for developed countries, reflecting that in those countries, contrary to developing ones, the trade involvement of subsidiaries does not affect the types of activities that they were carrying out. Instead, the interaction variable is usually negative and significant for all countries. These results are confirmed even in the case of the estimation with the GMM technique, even though not always with the same level of significance. When it is added to the model the interaction variable, the export platform coefficient shows a negative value, while in the case of resource or market seeking FDI the sign found for the benchmark model is the same.
To sum up, in the case of high tech sectors, it is quite clear that developed countries do not show in an absolute way a higher capacity of grasping the positive effects coming from FDI. However, in general they tend to show more often positive results or higher values of coefficients.
Passing to analyze the case of low tech sectors (Tables 8-11) , it is to be underlined that, contrary to the case of high-tech sectors, the role played by GDP is not always significant, showing in some cases even negative results. Instead, the role played by openness remains mainly positive. With regard to FDI variables, it is found that even in this case market seeking FDI are not significant even though the coefficient for developed countries shows now a negative signs, unlike the case of developing countries. This result may be explained by the higher concentration of market seeking FDI in high tech sectors as far as developed countries are concerned. A negative sign of the coefficient for export platform FDI is found with regard to developing countries; in this case, unlike in the case of high tech sectors, export platform FDI have a negative effect because the effect generated by information externalities (demonstration effect) is more than compensated by fact that foreign firms also become competitors in foreign markets, crowding out local firms.
The results of the resource seeking FDI change a bit from the case of high tech sectors. As a matter of fact, developing countries show results that are significant at 5% level and the size of the effect is larger with respect to developed countries. This effect means that resource seeking behaviour may have a positive effect on developing countries because the impact on labour demand causes a general positive effect on sector productivity. This in turn may rise even exports. When considering the interaction with trade of subsidiaries, we can find that the effect is now mainly positive both with regard to the interaction of the variable and the variable not interacted. Nevertheless, the effect is significant only in the case of developing countries (5% significance), contrary to developed countries in which the effect even though not significant is negative. 6 6. . C Co on nc cl lu us si io on ns s
The expected indirect impact of FDI on growth of receiving countries has called for a higher involvement of governments in trying to attract increasing amount of them. However, the empirical evidence is not unanimous in finding a positive effect especially with regard to firm level studies.
Moreover, it has been considered that measuring the effect only at the level of TFP could result in a quite narrow approach. For this reason, a new strand of literature now examines the impact of FDI with regard to possible enhancing effects on export performance of local firms. Micro level studies, even though quite similar in the empirical approach and in the types of countries studied find only mixed results. One of the drawback these studies is that firms are mainly analyzed without considering sectoral heterogeneity.
In the second place, the role played by FDI motivations has been largely neglected in the empirical applications and a comparison across different countries have never been done.
For this reason, in the investigation of the impact of MNEs on export performance it is taken into consideration that FDI may have different impacts according to the motivations for which they invested into the foreign country and also to the level of trade involvement with the headquarters. In One main general conclusion, drawn looking at the aggregate level is that the superior performance of developed countries in enhancing export performance is not always found. However, a different behaviour on the side of developed economies is found in the case of high-tech sectors while in the case of low tech sectors, developing countries show a higher performance. One of the most striking results is that, contrary to the case of studies related to growth, resource seeking FDI are those that affect to a greater extent both in high and low tech sectors the overall export performance of countries. In line with expectations it is also found that export platform FDI do not have impacts on host countries. This effect is compatible with the theoretical hypothesis that those FDI do not show any linkages with the local economy. Especially in the case of developing countries they show negative effects, when coupled with a higher levels of trade with the parent company. It means that the higher demonstration effect, due to the fact that those more foreign oriented FDI have better knowledge of foreign markets, is compensated by the lower level of linkages they have with local firms causing a non significant or even negative effects. As a matter of fact, those types of FDI may have a crowding out effect even in foreign markets becoming competitors of the local firms. All regressions include time dummies Robust standard errors in parentheses * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% T Ta ab b. . 9 9 R Re es su ul lt ts s f fo or r i in nt te er ra ac ct ti io on n w wi it th h s su ub bs si id di ia ar ri ie es s' ' i in nt tr ra a f fi ir rm m t tr ra ad de e i in n l lo ow w--t te ec ch h s se ec ct to or rs s ( (F Fi ix xe ed d e ef ff fe ec ct ts s) )
( All regression include time dummies Robust standard errors in parentheses * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% T Ta ab b. . 1 11 1 R Re es su ul lt ts s f fo or r i in nt te er ra ac ct ti io on n w wi it th h s su ub bs si id di ia ar ri ie es s' ' i in nt tr ra a f fi ir rm m t tr ra ad de e i in n l lo ow w--t te ec ch h s se ec ct to or rs s ( (S Sy ys st te em m G GM MM M) )
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